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been mechanically, and even logically, combined without the
slightest regard to the injustice or absurdity of the result. In
some situations at least, it would seem that these courts might
well have considered, before it was too late, whether a more
respectable solution might be found by recognizing that in some
circumstances and for some purposes a wife should be able to
retain or acquire a domicile separate from that of her husband.
In other words, the courts might, before it was too late, have
laid stress on the social purpose of the rules that succession to '
movables and divorce jurisdiction are governed by the law of
the domicile, and have considered as a new situation, requiring
the formulation of a new rule, the case of the husband and
wife who are living separate from each other in different coun-
tries, instead of applying the seven century old common law
doctrine stated by Bracton, Littleton, Coke and Blackstone, in
Latin, law French and English, that husband and wife are one
person in law (m).

Haddock v. Haddock (n) was expressly overruled by the
Supreme Court in Williams v. State of North Carolina, of
which the facts must now be shortly stated. O. B. Williams
and Carrie Wyke were married in North Carolina in 1916 and
lived together there until May, 1940, and had four children.
Lillie Shaver and Thomas Hendrix were married in North
Carolina in 1920 and lived together there until May, 1940.
At that time Williams and Mrs. Hendrix went to Las Vegas,
Nevada, and on June 26, 1940, each commenced a divorce
action. Williams obtained a divorce decree on August 26,
1940, and Mrs. Hendrix on October 4, 1940. On the latter
date they were married to each other in Nevada, and thereafter
returned to North Carolina where they lived together until
they were prosecuted for bigamous cohabitation under a North
Carolina statute. The situation was stated in Jackson J.'s dis-
senting judgment as follows:

In May of 1940 Mr. Williams and Mrs. Hendrix left their homes
and respective spouses, departed the state, but after an absence of a
few weeks reappeared and set up housekeeping as husband and wife.
North Carolina then had on its hands three marriages among four
people in the form of two broken families, and one going1 concern.

(m) Of. the amazing use of quotations from these authors in
Attorney-General for Alberta v. Cook, [19263 A.C. at pp. 460, 461,
C19263 2 D.L.R. at p. 773, E19263 1 W.W.R. at p. 753. Why these
authors should be quoted in the discussion of domicile in a modern
conflict rule is difficult to understand.

See notes  (e)  and (/), supra; sed cf. Cook, Is Haddock v.
Overruled  (1943), 18 Indiana L.J. 165.